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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

CLaims 13-19 and 21-33 are pending. In this responses claims 1, 13, 15, IS, 27, 29, 
ami 33 ai e amended. Support for these amendments may be found tteoughout the Specification."' 
Applicant respectfiiUy submit that no new matter is added. AppNcants respectfully request 
reconsideration of this application based on the following remarks, 

Ihtemew Sutmmry 

The Applicants thank the Examiner for the courtesies extended to Applicants' 
representative Tiffany Brooks during the telephone inten'iew conducted on August 17, 2010. 
The substance of the interview is incorporated into the remarks below. 

Ottim Rejections - 3S USC§ 103 
In the Final Office Action, dated March 31, 2010 (hereinafter "Office Actioft' ), Claims 1- 
3, 7-M, 13, 15, 18, 21-27 and 29-33 are rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) a.s being unpatentable 
over US Patent No. 7J 30,284 to Lee et al. (hereinafter "Lee"), .in view of US Patent Appiication 
Publication No. 2001/0016493 to Kim et al. (hereinafter "Kim "), in further view of U.S. Patent 
No. 6,493,554 to Kanerva et al. (hereinafter "Kanerva"). The Advisory Action, dated June 23, 
2010, maintains the rejections from the Office Action. Applicants respectfully traverse this 
rejection. 

To establish z prima facie case of obviousttess, all of the claimed features must be taught 
or suggested by the references and there must be some suggestion or motivation, in the 
references therosehes or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinafy skill in the art, 
to modify tl^e reference or to combine reterence teachings,'" 

Lee, Kim and Kanerva, alone or in combination, fail to disclose or suggest the features 
recited by the claims. For example, claim 1 recites, among other subject matter, "a first modem 
processor operative to . . . receive a first message fiom the first wireless network to perform [a] 
haadoff to the second wireless network, wherein tlie first message comprises a list of target cells 
in the second wireless network determined by the first wireless network to have a target cell 
location corresponding to a location of the wireless device, transmit a search message comprising 

^ Sm, Speciftcafion, paragntph p>5.^], 

^ MPEP^ seetton 2 ! 42, and KM Mmmatkmal O).. v. Tekfkxinc,, No. («- ! 350, (US, Aprii Ml 20071 
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a list of frequencies corresponding to the target celts to search for ia the secoM wireless 
network, and provide notificatiojt of the handoff" and "a second modeiu proce:Ssor operative to 
receive the search message and detenmne pilot acquisition for the tist of frequetiGies and 
additional frequencies not iiTckuled in the list of frequencies to produce a search restiU 
cotnpnssnu Uie iist of frequencies and the additional tiequencies , acquire synchronization and 
timing for each cell for which pilot acquisition is determined, exchange a second message with 
the second wheless network implementing a second radio access technology trotn 3rd 
Generation Partnership Project 2 (3GPP2) to establish a new call with the second wireless 
network via one of the cells in liie search resuH, perform a call setup procedure with tlie second 
wireless network to establish the new call., and perform processing for the new call v\itlt the 
second wireless netxyork," Indepehdetit claims 13, 15, 18, 27, 29 and 33 each include similar 
subject matter. 

The Office Action, on page 9, admits that Lee and Kanerva fail to disclose determining 
"pilot acquisition for additional liequencies not included in the list of frequencies" and relies on 
Kim to cure this deficiency. 

Kim, in tlie Abstract and paragraphs [0059]-[0062j, discloses a metiiod "for an idle state 
handoff iii a celhdar system" where "a pilot signal is d^!tected irom the neighboring base stations 
by the mobile telephone, and it is then detennined whether the detected neighboring base station 
is included in the list of the neighboring base stations. If the detected neighboring base station is 
not included in the list, it [is] recognized as a handofTlailure." 

Since Kim teaches that the handoff is recognized as a failuie if the detected pilot signal is 
not included in the list of the neighboring base stations, Kim does not disclose or suggest adding 
the detected pilot signal to the list of neighboring base stations or using the detected pilot signal 
in establishing the new call 

j hiis m (.onsbnnng kmi with Lee, upon dcvcimg th.n tiic pilot signal is tjih ni..lfuied in 
the list of tiu' nciLhhonng base stattons, the handoff would fail, and uouid not lOMtlt in 
pKxiiicmg a scaich fesuh v\ith "the h>t of If equeiicjes and the <iddntor.d tu'quencies' and 
estabhshmg 'a new call with the second wneless netstork \ia one of the cells m ihe search 
result," as recited in claim 1. 

Further, the Office Action, on page 5, asserts that the feature "the new call may be 

establisiied with a cell on one of the additional frequencies not included in the lisf ' is not recited 
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in the claims. However, the Applicants respectfiiUy siibniit that amended claim 1 recites 
establishing "a new call with the secom! wireless ijetwork via one of the ceils in the search 
result" and that the search resuit comprises "the list of freqitencies aad the additional 
frequencies ." (Emphasis added). .Accordingly, this featxire is clearly recited by the claims. 

In addition, the Advi.sory Action, on page 4, asserts that Kim discloses ''producing a 
search resuU based on the detenwined pilot acquisitions for the list of tVequencies and additional 
.frequencies not included In the list of Irequencies. A seiwch result is determined such that the 
mobile telephone is aware of those base stations to which a success&i bandoff can occur," Even 
if Kim did disclose a search result, as snggested by the 0.ffice Actioti, which the Applicants are 
not admitting to, the Applicants submit; that tiie mobile telephone being aware of those base 
stations to which asviccessful handoff can oceiir does not disclose or suggest addifil the detected 
pilot signal to the list of neighboring base stations or using the detected pilot sigoat in 
estatolishing the new call , as recited in amended claim I . (Emphasis added). In fact, however, 
Kim teaches away from the contetition in the Advisory Action, and thus teaches away trom the 
recited subject matter, since Kim teaches that the handofF is recognized as a failure if the 
detected pilot signal is not included in the list of the neighboring base stations. 

Moreover, the addition of Kanervr^a fails to address the above-noted deficiencies of Kim 
and I..ee. 

in light of the foregoing. Applicant respectfltUy requests withdrawal of the rejection of 
independent claims 1, 13, 15, 18, 27 and 29. Claims 2-3, 7-1 1, 21-26 and 30-32 depend either 
directly or indirectly from claims 1 and 18, respectively. Thus, Applicant submits that claims 2- 
3, 7-11, 21-26, and 30-32 are aUowable at least for the reason that they depend from an alloxvable 
base claim, as well as tbe additional features recited therein. 

Therefore, based on the foregoing. Applicants respectftdly request that the Examiner 
v%nhdi.nv the teieuion of chums \-^^ -^-U. 13 I IS 2\-2'^ and undet 35 USC § i03(a) 

as bemg unpvUentable o\ci Lec m \ icv\ of kun ai^d m fuitbei %ie\\ of Kanerva 

Oaim Hefecitom-35 USC§ KB 

Cldnns 4, 14, lo, l*-) and 28 aie icjectod uudei ^"^ USC Ui^fa) as hcnvj. unpaiemable 
o\c;i Lee, kanersa and Kn« m view of U S Patent Apphcatjon Pubhcatton No 200 1 01 ^9!84 to 
Singh et al. (bereinafter "Singh"), Claims 5 and 6 are rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as being 
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unpatentable over Lee, Kacterva and Kim in view of U,S, Patent AppHcation Pitblication No. 
20O4/O2OM69 to Fate! et al. (hereinafter "Patel")- AppHcants respectfiilly traverse thk fefectJotL 
Ciainis 4-6, 14, 16, 19 m4 28 depend eklier directly or indirectly frotft claims .1, 13, 15, 
iS, and 27, respectively, and thus are allowable over Lee, Kanerva and Kim for at least the same 
reasons as discussed above. Further, Singh and Patel do not cure the deficiencies of Lee, 
Kanerva and Kim. . 

Therefore, based on. the foregoing, Applieants respectftdly request that the BxariTWer 
withdraw the rejection of claims 4-6, 14, 16, 19 and 28 under 35 USC § XQ3{a) as being 
unpatentable over Lee, Kanerva, Kim, and Singh or Patel 

auim Rejectio n s ~-SS m C § i m 
Claim 1 7 is injected under 35 USC § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Singh in view of 
Lee in further \'iew of Kim in further view of Kanerva. Applicants respectfully traverse this 
rejection. 

As previously discussed, Lee, Kim and Kanerva do not disclose or suggest "a search 
result coinpiisiiig pilot acquisitions detemiiDed for the lisi of frequeticies aud additional 
frequencies not included in the list of frequencies" and establishing "via one of the ceils in the 
search result," as recited in claim 1 7. Singh does not cure the deficiencies of Lee, Kim and 
Kanerva. 

Therefore, based on the foregoing, Applicaiits respectfaUy request that the Examiner 
witlidraw the rejection of claim 17 under 35 USC § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Singh in 
view of Lee in further view of Kim in further view of Kaner\='a,. 
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COIMCLUSION 

In light of these remarks, ApplicMts sijbmit that the ^plication is in ccaidittdn for 
allowaftce, for which early action is requested. 

Please charge any fees or pyetpayineats that niay be due vvitb this response to Deposit 
AcGOUiitNo. 17-0026. 

Respeetfiiliy submitted. 

Dated: August 31, 2010 By; /Kristine U. Ekwueme/ 

Kristine Ekwueme, Reg. No, 56,344 
Direct: 858.658.1901 



QUAIX:(3MM I incorporated 

Attn: Patent Department 

5775 Morehouse Drive 

San. Diego, CaUforaia 92121-1714 

Telephone: (858) 658-5787 

Facsitnile; (858)658-2502 
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